South Central Action Area Caucus Group Caucus Meeting
February 1, 2017
12:30 PM – 3:30 PM
Renton City Hall
1055 S Grady Way, Renton, WA 98057

AGENDA
Meeting Purposes:
 Review of 2017 work plan and schedule
 Continue discussion of potential LIO restructuring and identify next steps
 Deep dive – Implementation Strategies: Shoreline Armoring
 Member updates
Time
12:30 – 12:35

Topic
Welcome & Introductions (welcome Janne Kaje!)

Lead/Action
Chair

12:35 – 12:40

Review November Meeting Summary

12:40 – 1:20

2017 Work Plan and Schedule Review
PS Summit and 2018 Action Agenda

1:20 – 1:50

Restructuring Discussion
 Feedback received
 Next steps
BREAK
Deep Dive: Implementation Strategies (Shoreline
Armoring)

Chair
Decision
Chair and Stacy
Vynne/Gretchen Muller
Discussion and decision
Chair
Information and
discussion

1:50 – 2:00
2:00 – 3:00

3:00 – 3:25

3:25 – 3:30

Good of the Order
 ECB agenda items
 Finance Subcommittee update
 PSP updates
 Federal action update
 Member updates
Wrap-Up & Adjourn

Upcoming Meeting Dates:
1. April 5 Meeting (Renton City Hall)
2. June 7 Meeting (Renton City Hall)
3. September 6 (Renton City Hall)

Jennifer Griffiths (DFW)
Todd Hass or Kari Stiles
(PSP
Information and
discussion
Chair, Stacy Vynne, and
Caucus Members
Discussion

Chair

South Central Action Area Caucus Meeting
November 2, 2016
12:30 –2:30 p.m.
Renton City Hall (Council Chambers)
Attendees:
Members and Alternates
Name
Fred Jarrett
Tom Kantz
Allan Warren
Mike Mactutis
Brandy Reed
Doug Osterman
Heather Trim
Other Attendees
Name
Ruth Bell
Marie Novak
Ken Pierce, Jr.

Affiliation
King County
Pierce County/WRIA 10/12
Pierce Conservation District
City of Kent/Sound Cities
Association
King Conservation District
WRIA 9
Futurewise

Name
Dave White
Jason Mulvihill‐Kuntz
Erika Harris
Krystal Kyer

Affiliation
King County
WRIA 8
Puget Sound Regional Council
Pierce County/WRIA 10/12

Dennis Robertson
Blair Scott
Stacy Vynne

WRIA 9
King County
Puget Sound Partnership

Affiliation
Cascadia Consulting Group
Cascadia Consulting Group
WDFW

Welcome and Introductions
Fred Jarrett welcomed everyone and reviewed the purpose of the meeting.
Review October Meeting Summary
Fred asked for revisions to the October meeting summary. Dave White recommended providing context
around the restructuring memo and clarifying that it was meant as a starting point for a larger
conversation rather than a preferred proposal. Doug Osterman moved to approve, Dave seconded. All
were in favor. The October meeting summary was approved with the recommended modification.
Approve Ranked List of NTAs for Direct Funding
Ruth Bell reviewed the process to recommend a local NTA for $100K in direct funding, and invited Allan
Warren and Heather Trim to discuss their organizations’ NTAs, which were ranked #1 and #2 on the
LIO’s list, respectively. Tom Kantz commented that while developing ranking criteria, the working group
discussed choosing a project that could potentially catalyze broader efforts since funding was so
minimal. In future rounds, the LIO might choose an on‐the‐ground project due to the known benefits.
Erika Harris moved to approve list, and Dave seconded. All were in favor. The LIO will select an NTA after
the Strategic Initiative Advisory Teams (SIATs) release their funding packages on Nov. 10.
Puget Sound Change Map v3 Presentation
Ken Pierce, Jr. of the Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) presented on the latest update
(version 3) of the Puget Sound Change Maps. The presentation is available here.
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LIO Restructuring Proposal
Fred reviewed his memo detailing a proposal for potential LIO restructuring and discussed conversations
with partners thus far. He requested again that LIO members submit written feedback (one page or less)
via email to include as an addendum, and invited feedback for him to share at the Nov. 10 ECB meeting.
There was discussion, including the following questions, comments, and concerns:














Dennis Robertson shared the memo with the WRIA 9 management committee, who will hold a
short workshop to discuss. A theme that emerged was the need for an upfront commitment
from the Partnership around capacity and funding flexibility to support what the watersheds
want to do. Fred and Dennis will discuss the proposal at the workshop.
Dennis also spoke with Tukwila’s public works director. They are interested in implementation
support, such as direction for engineering consulting and prioritization of operational activities
(should they do street sweeping or replace stormwater devices?), but are wary of WRIA 9
adding an additional layer of bureaucracy that impedes their daily operations. Dennis will speak
with the Parks Dept. next.
Fred relayed that PSP is concerned about staff support due to an unknown staffing plan. They
will discuss this further at the January ECB meeting.
Blair Scott reiterated that there is support for moving toward a regional coordination scale, but
that stormwater managers are hesitant to have another organization to interact with, as they
already have multiple requirements from Dept. of Ecology. There will need to be clear,
demonstrable benefits to them.
Stacy Vynne clarified that there is a newly returned staff person at PSP that can support the LIO
as quickly as it wants to move forward. PSP also submitted a funding request to the legislature
to support these conversations.
Dave, Ruth, and Jason attended the Leadership Council meeting in October and discussed the
memo. LC members are also feeling process and planning fatigue and are interested in seeing
where these discussions lead, but are wary of letting this become a new all‐consuming process
and drawing focus from implementation.
Doug clarified that the LIO doesn’t want to stop all planning, but doesn’t want to keep redoing
planning and process that has already been done.
The group agreed that having a ranked list of NTAs across a broad landscape of resource
concerns driven by local groups is a valuable product. The LIO will need to explore whether the
WRIA format is the best way to effectively engage and assemble a list of priorities through a
ground‐up rather than top‐down process moving forward.

Good of the Order
 ECB and Finance Subcommittee updates (Fred Jarrett):
o Finance Subcommittee meeting – Jen Benn will be taking over Marc Daly’s role; they are
continuing to work on recovery planning and funding strategy alignment and hope to
send it to the Puget Sound federal task force.
 PSP updates (Stacy Vynne):
o Recovery Plan – The Partnership has reviewed draft Ecosystem Recovery Plans
submitted in Sept. and provided feedback. PSP is planning a summit in January 2017 to
discuss how local priorities should inform regional priorities and plans.
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Budget packages are available on OFM website. PSP submitted requests for Chinook
recovery support, Action Agenda development and implementation support,
performance management, and a tribal and federal liaison position.
o Federal action update – A press release from the Whitehouse Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) announced formation of a Puget Sound Task Force, which will develop a
Puget Sound Action Plan to coordinate recovery, as well as $600 million in funding for
Puget Sound (although this money was already committed through the NEP and PSNERP
processes). PSP will be coordinating closely with the Action Agenda and salmon recovery
plans to ensure alignment, and will keep partners updated. The Task Force’s plan should
be out within 90 days.
o PSP completed the after Action Agenda survey; results will be sent out in ECB packet
and to those who participated.
o PSP has made some staff capacity available for facilitating and support mobilizing
funding for partners.
Seed money update (Allan Warren):
o The Caucus watched the four Puget Sound Starts Here videos produced through the
seed money grant. Links to the videos were emailed to Caucus members, and can be
embedded directly onto partner webpages. Please share widely.
LIO members voted to cancel the next Caucus meeting on Dec. 7 at Renton City Hall.
o





Wrap‐up & Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 2:37 pm.
Next meeting TBD.
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Title: <LIO Name> Ecosystem Recovery Plan
LIO Coordination Team members if appropriate? (48 pt. font)
LIO Vision (48- 60 pt. font)
LIO Overview

Highlights from LIO

•
•
•
•
•

• Text size between 24 – 48, 4-6 bullet points, concise 

Text size between 24 – 48, 4-6 bullet points, concise 
Physical and biological context
Historical and cultural context
Socioeconomic context
Other relevant

This box could be used for a short
paragraph or set of bullet points
introducing your LIO and its unique
characteristics (non-geographic)

<Insert image and/or Map of LIO>
Map will the geographic characteristics and LIO
overview

This box could be used to highlight key
approaches, some NTA’s, or another aspect of
the LIO ecosystem Recovery Plan that the LIO
deems important to highlight (e.g. NTA that received
funding, breakthrough in relationships as part of the planning process,
successful community engagement or project)

Key Pressures

Gaps, Barriers, and Needs

• Text size between 24 – 48, 4-6 bullet points, concise 
• May include table of pressure sources w/relationship
to Vital Signs and/or focus areas/components
• May include photo(s)

• Text size between 24 – 48, 4-6 bullet points, concise 
• Include a table and/or picture as you see fit

Strategies and Actions
• Text size between 24 – 48, 4-6 bullet points, concise 
• May include table, photos or bulleted list
• Demonstrate links to Action Agenda sub strategies, and newly
suggested LIO strategies

This box could be used to highlight gaps,
barriers and needs that the require regional or
multiple LIOs to help tackle, will be useful to
guide conversation at the Summit

Goals
• Text size between 24 – 48, 4-6 bullet points, concise 
• May include table primary goals and with
ecosystem/HWB components associated with priority,
and linkage to vital signs?
• Link to Vital Signs

LIO Choice!
• Text size between 24 – 48
• Could include Contact information for LIO Coordinator
for more info about LIO, story from LIO, example
action, disclaimer, next steps, thanks, etc.

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United State Environmental Protection Agency under assistance agreement PC-J90301-3 to the Puget Sound Partnership. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the
views and policies of the Environmental Protection Agency, nor does the EPA endorse trade names or recommend the use of commercial products mentioned in this document.

Title: South Central Action Area Caucus Group Ecosystem Recovery Plan – DRAFT – 1/25/17
LIO Vision - Advance the recovery of a resilient Puget Sound ecosystem through local approaches and partnerships
that are innovative, measurable, sustainable, and effective.
Moving the Needle – Locally: Vital Sign Goals – by 2021
Who we are?
Floodplains
• Most populated action area with 3.5 million residents and three of state’s
largest cities – Seattle, Bellevue, Tacoma
• Approximately 77% of area not considered urban
• Three distinct watersheds with three major river systems; Puyallup/White
River, Green/Duwamish, and Cedar/Sammamish
• Watershed systems home to four populations of Chinook salmon and
steelhead and bull trout – all listed as threatened under the ESA
• Significant stormwater management challenges and opportunities for
restoration

Who is at the table?
• List entities that are always at meetings

• Restore 430 acres of floodplain and 4 miles of levee setbacks
• Conduct assessments to identify future needs and priorities
• Have floodplain landowner engagement programs in place in each of the three major watersheds
Freshwater Quality
• Seek to develop a program to routinely sweep arterial streets
• Improve flashiness and low flows in small streams through implementation of GSI and education to 100
contractors and 1,000 landowners
• Transition current Puget Sound Starts Here to conduct outreach that results in behavior change
• Survey local governments to identify active or completed projects & plans to restore creek reaches
• Further develop the Stream Benthos Database
Land Cover/Development
• Restore 31 net miles of riparian habitat
• Maintain UGA line and ensure that ≥87% of growth occurs within UGA
• Achieve no net loss of forest cover
• Retain 120 acres in forested condition and active stewardship, engaging 6 parcels/landowners per year
Shoreline Armoring

• Remove a greater amount of shoreline armoring than new armoring added
• Restore 10,700 feet of marine shoreline and 7 pocket estuaries, and protect 4 miles of marine shoreline
• Improve implementation, compliance, and enforcement of updated Shoreline Master Plans
Onsite Sewage Systems
• Continue work in Vashon Marine Recovery Area, make progress toward potentially expanding Vashon Marine
Recovery Area and creating a Poverty Bay Recovery Area
• Expand septic system management in priority TMDL areas
• Make progress towards fixing all onsite sewage systems in marine recovery areas

What is needed to reach our 2021 goals (gaps)
Funding

Near-term Actions/LIO Projects (9 funded – 84 submitted)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roadside ditch assessment
Permeable pavement standards and development based on lessons learned
Replicable model for depave and LID retrofits
Urban Tree and forest canopy cover toolkit
Next phase protection and restoration plans for B-IBI basins
Forbes Creek/North Rose Hill Basin retrofit planning
Enhanced stormwater system maintenance for mitigation
Phthalates research for source control
South Prairie Creek Floodplain Phase 1

•
•
•
•

Salmon recovery
Stormwater retrofits
Stormwater system/infrastructure O & M
More extensive outreach and education efforts to residents and businesses

Research

•
•
•
•

Quality of riparian habitat
Monitoring and evaluation of program effectiveness
Green and gray stormwater infrastructure costs and effectiveness
Location, status, and extent of problems caused by OSS systems

Policy

• Product substitution for stormwater quality improvement
• Jurisdictional and agency/programmatic silos

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United State Environmental Protection Agency under assistance agreement PC-J90301-3 to the Puget Sound Partnership. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the
views and policies of the Environmental Protection Agency, nor does the EPA endorse trade names or recommend the use of commercial products mentioned in this document.

LIO Restructuring
Discussion
• Too few decision-makers
at the LIO table
• LIO has a large geography
(3 WRIA watersheds) with
long list of high-priority
pressures
• LIO boundary inconsistent
with other watershedbased planning efforts
• Redundancy of LIO with
existing watershed groups
• No significant LIO role in
allocating funding
• Lack of funding for
implementation

October 3, 2016

TO:

Membership, South Central Caucus Group Local Integrating Organization (LIO)

FM:

Fred Jarrett, Chair, South Central Caucus LIO

RE:

Future of the South Central Local Integrating Organization: A Proposal to Restructure

Summary of Proposal
The South Central Caucus Group LIO should be restructured so that it can accomplish its
objectives more effectively. Specifically, I propose that the LIO work with partners over the
next year to pursue consolidating certain functions with existing watershed groups in the region –
specifically, Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIAs) 8, 9, and possibly 10 -- and dissolving
the LIO as a separate body. However, the restructuring must be accompanied by a change in the
existing LIO scope of work. The existing scope of work is dominated by planning and reporting
requirements rather than implementation and merely shifting this scope to WRIAs or other
groups will not be effective or desirable.
Introduction
This memorandum proposes that the South Central Caucus LIO change its structure and scope of
work to address concerns about the effectiveness and redundancy of the LIO. It describes a
specific restructuring proposal, although I anticipate the need for us to devote a significant
amount of our 2017 work plan towards developing a workable approach with key partners. I
emphasize that this proposal focuses on the South Central LIO, as it is likely that no single model
will work everywhere in Puget Sound.
Background1
In 2007, the legislation that created the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) established seven “Action
Areas,” and in 2008 a state legislative task force recommended a process to facilitate integration
of the efforts of all groups in each Action Area, coining the term “Local Integrating
Organization.” The Task Force recognized that there were many local groups involved in salmon
and Puget Sound recovery, and did not contemplate replacing those groups with LIOs. Rather, it
emphasized the need to build on existing groups and promoted flexibility for each group to best
meet the needs within a particular Action Area. The South Central LIO was one of nine LIOs
created by PSP in 2009/2010 with the intention to bring together (“integrate”) local jurisdictions
and interests to establish and implement local priorities for Puget Sound protection and recovery,
and to advise and influence PSP on regional priorities and strategies.2

The 2014 Report “Review of Local Watershed and Salmon Recovery Groups in Puget Sound”, provides an
excellent history of watershed based groups; this summary borrows heavily from that document.
2
Note that the creation of nine LIOs deviated from the seven “Action Areas” described in the Partnership’s enabling
legislation—providing a precedent for some flexibility in determining appropriate LIO geographic boundaries.
1
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The South Central LIO lumped together a large area encompassing three WRIA watersheds: the
Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish (WRIA 8), the Green/Duwamish (WRIA 9); and the
Puyallup/White (WRIA 10). These areas are heavily populated and economically robust, with
numerous jurisdictions (comprising portions of King, Snohomish, and Pierce counties).
Moreover, WRIAs 8 and 9 have state-designated “Lead Entity” organizations for salmon
recovery, leading implementation of the Recovery Plan for threatened Puget Sound Chinook
Salmon under the auspices of NOAA Fisheries. These WRIA groups are guided by watershedbased salmon habitat conservation plans, staffed and funded by interlocal agreements, with
strong participation from elected officials, jurisdictional staff and stakeholders. They have
existed for over ten years, and the recent 2015 renewal of the interlocal agreements and funding,
attests to their strong partner support.
During the initial years of the South Central LIO (2009/10), there was significant local
engagement given the excitement and political visibility of the newly established PSP, along
with the expectation that LIOs would have a role in allocating funding for local actions. South
Central LIO meetings were initially well attended by elected officials and senior jurisdictional
staff, and PSP, through Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funding, provided a high level
of staff support. However, for the most part no significant LIO role in allocating funding has
materialized, and there has been increasing confusion about the role and efficacy of LIOs.3 While
the 2015 revision of the EPA Puget Sound funding model indicated a limited LIO role in
allocating federal National Estuary Program (NEP) funding, work over the past two years has
been devoted to meeting PSP-directed planning requirements. Specifically, this included
elements of a 5-year “Ecosystem Recovery Plan,” a 2-year “Implementation Plan,” and the
solicitation of “near term actions” (NTAs) for inclusion in the 2016 Action Agenda. These
processes elicited substantial feedback to PSP and EPA that they were confusing, overly
burdensome and lacked a meaningful connection to implementation.
Current Situation
There are currently several drivers for change:


Process and planning fatigue: While South Central LIO members continue to participate in
meetings, there is growing frustration with too much process, planning products and
reporting.



Lack of perceived effectiveness: Many feel that the LIO has not realized its intended purpose
to integrate local actions nor catalyze local implementation of the Action Agenda.



Frustration at lack of funding for implementation: There has been EPA funding for planning
and process, but to date only minimal funding for project implementation.



Less elected official participation: Participation by elected and senior level officials has
declined. By contrast, there is more such participation on other efforts such as WRIA forums,
the Floodplains by Design initiative, and “the Green-Duwamish Watershed Strategy.”

3

A 2014 State Supplemental Budget proviso report described this situation and provided recommendations for
improved alignment and strengthening of LIOs.
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Increasing external pressure to reduce process costs: PSP has cut staff and reduced capacity
to support LIOs and other groups. There is also reduced federal funding from NOAA
Fisheries to Washington State for salmon recovery Lead Entity capacity.

Based on these concerns, in recent meetings several South Central LIO members have
questioned whether continuing to convene the LIO is worth the effort. The group has taken steps
to address this by devoting more meeting time to sharing details of implementation approaches
rather than planning deliverables, but the question remains.
Local engagement is still critically important
Despite the stated concerns, I believe collaborative local engagement is critical for Puget Sound
recovery. Local support is needed to:


Foster local buy-in for successful implementation: Most of the on-the-ground actions needed
to implement recovery occur at the local level–stormwater and wastewater management, land
use controls, transportation decisions, habitat protection and restoration, and floodplain
management activities. It is important to ensure that local activities contribute to the regional
goals and targets set by PSP, and to garner local resident and business support for them.



Support development and implementation of funding strategies: Beyond having a role in
allocating funding, local entities will need to be heavily involved in the development and
implementation of overall funding strategies. Federal or state funding may never materialize
at the level sufficient to make a difference, and funding may ultimately need to come from
various local sources–jurisdictions, residents and businesses. Because funds are scarce, local
entities will be motivated to ensure actions are cost-effective and aligned with other local
priorities, ranging from transportation, education, and police and fire safety, etc.

Proposal
Therefore, I propose to negotiate a 2017 South Central LIO scope of work that:


Reduces planning requirements: instead of further refining separate local plans, the scope
would focus on determining how the LIO can best contribute to the PSP’s Action
Agenda. The Action Agenda reflects scientifically robust and elaborate planning work
(defined targets, logical results chains and conceptual models, etc.). It is more appropriate
that our local effort focus on prioritizing actions we can take to support the Action
Agenda within our purview, to strengthen and not re-do PSP’s intensive planning work.



Provides opportunities for meaningful watershed based program integration4 and
information sharing (in particular, focusing on how to integrate salmon recovery and
water quality/quantity efforts). Salmon recovery and stormwater experts see a need for
greater integration through an established framework or venue.

We note that the term “integrating” in the acronym LIO may appears to have been used to emphasize that need to
integrate many jurisdictions within a local geographic area; there may be an equal need to “integrate” different types
of programs/projects over a logical ecosystem-defined area, such as a watershed.
4
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Maximizes LIO influence in allocating funding. We appreciate EPA and PSP’s efforts to
ensure a role for LIOs in allocating federal funding. It is a positive development and
responsive to frustration LIOs have expressed. We would also want to maximize
opportunities for “seed funding” for project implementation.



Streamlines reporting requirements: Reporting requirements should be streamlined to the
degree possible given state statutory requirements, while maintaining a rigorous reporting
process for Near Term Actions that are funded and implemented (given the need for
accountability and an adaptive “plan-do-check-adjust” framework).



Includes time to develop and implement restructuring of the LIO, either the proposal
described below or an alternative reform plan.

As a starting point, I propose the LIO work with WRIAs 8 and 9 on establishing a new structure
whereby the LIO would dissolve, but these WRIA groups would, with additional capacity, take
on additional functions that both enhance the WRIA’s effectiveness and advance the regional
effort to protect and restore Puget Sound. 5 (Appendix A provides an initial list of functions for
consideration). I believe this proposal would:

5



Improve cross-program integration (by having a more ecologically linked geographic
boundary): Because they are hydrologically linked, actions to address water quality,
salmon recovery, and flood protection are best managed at the watershed scale. Focusing
attention separately on the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish, Green/Duwamish, and
Puyallup/White watersheds is appropriate as these different watersheds have different
physical characteristics, pressures, and ecological restoration priorities.



Make political integration easier (a smaller scale would be more workable): The South
Central Action Area is highly populated and includes so many jurisdictions that
narrowing the focus to WRIA basins would reduce the number of interested and affected
parties, thus facilitating good communication and coordination.



Reduce redundancy. LIO functions would be more effectively achieved by using existing
bodies that are watershed based and have political buy-in and engagement at the local
level and a proven track record, as is the case in the WRIAs 8 and 9. Fewer groups makes
it more likely that elected officials and community and business leaders would
participate, and save time and resources overall.



Reinforce existing trends. WRIAs have already expanded their scope to incorporate
climate change and stormwater as it relates to salmon. A watershed based approach is
also consistent with the inclusion of basin planning in the current Stormwater NPDES
permit, and the trend toward multi-benefit approaches such as “Floodplains by Design.”

The LIO coverage for WRIA 10, currently part of the South Central Caucus, would need to be determined.
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Help foster development of an overall funding strategy. This approach is consistent with
the recommendation of the Finance Subcommittee of PSP’s Ecosystem Coordination
Board to move away from silos toward an integrated funding approach. WRIA groups
are experienced at articulating funding needs, and consolidating efforts may help advance
the funding discussion, perhaps even towards locally-driven funding initiatives.

I recognize that there are several challenges to bringing this about. PSP and EPA would need to
be assured that the new structure more effectively supports the Action Agenda and would need to
reduce burdensome LIO planning and reporting requirements. WRIA groups would need to have
additional capacity for this role, and would need to be convinced that it is in their best interest to
take on these additional responsibilities—that an increasing role will benefit their core mission of
salmon recovery, improve their effectiveness, and increase their relevance given emerging
environmental problems (such as stormwater and climate change).
While the exact restructuring would emerge from discussions over the next year, I believe it
should adhere to certain principles. These include greater consolidation, a focus on integrating
activities on a watershed scale, and revising the local effort in Puget Sound recovery away from
planning toward implementation. I also believe this restructuring will simultaneously strengthen
PSP, emphasizing its primacy as the entity responsible for regional planning.
Next steps
I look forward to discussing this proposal with you at the October LIO meeting. Assuming
general concurrence with the need to restructure, King County will look to renegotiate the 2017
contract with PSP to allow for exploration of this restructuring process.6 We will then need to
engage with WRIA groups and other partners to discuss, develop, and implement a change. It
will take some effort to bring this about, but from our discussions to date, it is clear that change
is needed. Residents, local governments, and community organizations throughout the South
Central region are very supportive of protecting Puget Sound, as demonstrated by your
perseverance these past few years. I am concerned that the current perception of a process-heavy,
ineffective LIO process risks wasting this enthusiasm, diminishing the potential political will that
is needed for making the difficult decisions, and raising the funds needed, to achieve real
progress towards our restoration goals.
Enclosure

6

King County would likely not continue in a leadership role past 2017, assuming that independent WRIA or other
groups would absorb the LIO’s functions, and if not, then the LIO would dissolve.

APPENDIX A
Potential LIO Roles for WRIAs
DRAFT 10-3-16


Continue Lead Entity and salmon recovery role. Keep Interlocal Agreements for salmon
recovery in WRIAs 8 and 9.



Keep salmon recovery grant programs and roles: Salmon Recovery Funding Board, Puget
Sound Acquisition and Restoration and Cooperative Watershed Management grants. Having
funding decisions keeps partners at the table and progress inspires more implementation.



Add selected LIO functions to WRIAs 8 and 9, negotiate to have Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) funding go to them instead of King County, but have the scope of work be
renegotiated to be more meaningful and less burdensome (less planning requirements).
Work could potentially still be done with consultant help or by adding part-time staff to
each WRIA team or the WRIA teams could share staffing.



Examine WRIA membership to consider including groups that currently participate in LIO.



WRIA leaders/members would need to ascertain which of the LIO planning functions would
be appropriate and worthwhile to pursue, and negotiate these with PSP and EPA who
currently are requiring these functions.

Enhanced Roles that Might Be Considered for adding LIO roles to WRIAs


Examine other models such as those summarized in Appendix A and consider add NonProfit status to increase ability to fundraise and attract private sector funding.



Expand WRIA roles and responsibilities to include other salmon species (e.g. WRIA 7 already
considers Chinook, Bull Trout, Steelhead and Coho).



Expand WRIA role in integrating salmon recovery/stormwater planning (as has been done in
the case of Miller-Walker Creek retrofits, Green-Duwamish Stormwater Planning, Bear
Creek Basin stormwater and habitat planning).



Expand WRIA role in identifying and recommending Floodplains by Design projects.



Some WRIAs could do more integrated floodplain planning (King County has Flood Control
District now, but Regional Needs Assessment called for Fish, Water Quality and Flooding to
be done at watershed/regional scale).



Expand WRIA role in climate preparedness especially related to salmon recovery (will
already be happening at some level as part of WRIA salmon plan updates).



Expand role in direct implementation of riparian plantings and stewardship programs, for
example by coordinating stewardship programs.
A-1 – DRAFT



Expand role in engaging business community and private sector in funding and taking
actions to improve Puget Sound health (e.g. Salmon Safe program and climate change
offsets).



Consider role for WRIAs in areas with significant shellfish bed closures, to recommend water
quality improvements.



In more urban areas, WRIAs could be more involved in improving livability and sustainability
of cities and reducing sprawl (i.e., promote low impact development and rain gardens,
shoreline best management practices and landowner-driven restoration projects).

A-2 – DRAFT

December 16, 2016
City of Tacoma Comments regarding the “Future of the South Central Local Integrating Organization:
A Proposal to Restructure” Memorandum Dated October 3, 2016.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the October 3, 2016 South Central Local Integrating
Organization (LIO) Restructuring Memorandum. The City of Tacoma has the following comments:
1. The memorandum was authored by Fred Jarrett, Chair, South Central Caucus LIO. It should be
noted that the memo was not developed by the full LIO. Although Tacoma agrees with a number
of points in the memo, the memo was not provided to the City for review or input before its
publication.
2. The City agrees with statements in the memo that local engagement is critically important for
Puget Sound recovery. We further agree that the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) process to date
is cumbersome and overly focused on planning at the expense of implementation. The City would
prefer to participate only in the level of planning that ensures quality, effective projects and
programs are developed which would allow the majority of funding to support implementation.
3. Planning efforts should be established, consistent and appropriate to the locality. New processes
and procedures should not be utilized for each planning cycle. A consistent and established
process would enhance efficiency so that time, energy and resources are available for
implementation of planning recommendations.
4. The proposal would remove some of the existing LIO partners from the South Central LIO,
including the City of Tacoma. To date no one at the Puget Sound Partnership has approached
the City to discuss options should the proposal move forward. The City is willing and has begun to
explore alternatives for WRIA 10 with other stakeholders. It would not be appropriate to simply
incorporate WRIA 10 into another adjacent LIO as those organizations have established and
specific goals and the addition of WRIA 10 may impact the effectiveness of established LIOs.
5. The “Summary of Proposal” section of the memo lists WRIA 10 as a possible partner in the new
structure, however, the remainder of the memo, including footnote 5, indicates that WRIA 10
would no longer be included with WRIA 8 and 9 as in the existing LIO structure. This may be
appropriate in order to achieve efficiencies by consolidating WRIAs 8 and 9 and the South Central
LIO. It will also be important to ensure that WRIA 10 has an organization that achieves
efficiencies and is subject to a more streamlined process. The City would be comfortable working
with WRIA 10 stakeholders to develop a solution for WRIA 10.
6. Restructuring should also address how local governments, as part of an LIO or other organization,
could report on all their contributions towards reaching regional PSP targets. The current
structure of reporting focuses on NTAs, whether the NTA is funded or not. Through restructuring,
it may be possible to create a process to incorporate reporting for all recovery efforts.
7. The proposal is incomplete and before any actions are taken or recommendations made, a
complete proposal should be developed by the full LIO membership. WRIAs 8 & 9 and other
potential stakeholders should also be included to ensure that all ecosystem recovery issues will be
fully addressed in any restructuring plan.
The City of Tacoma looks forward to working cooperatively with WRIA 10 and South Central LIO
stakeholders to establish a more efficient structure for Puget Sound recovery. Please contact Merita
Trohimovich at (253) 502-2103 or mtrohimo@cityoftacoma.org if you have any questions regarding
these comments.

Sorry this has taken awhile for me to send. I think the idea has some merit, and I’d like to see more input
from the WRIAs and others to help us weigh the pros and cons. My questions/thoughts are:
Will the folks who would need to go to 2 or 3 WRIA meetings (instead of one LIO meeting) still
participate? Who are they? Will we lose the stormwater folks because they work at the county scale?
Will this encourage re-silo-ing? For some, like me, the LIO meetings are very worthwhile because they
cover a wide range (area and work focus) of people. I’m less concerned specifically about myself, but for
others that may be in the same situation, and how it adds up.
Can the LIO work that gets transferred to the WRIAs be reduced enough so that they can handle it and
not make them less productive on other issues? In some ways, having one group work on process for a
larger area is more efficient (rather than three).
What activities/meetings should be prioritized for elected officials? How does this line up with the
activities of the LIO?
I look forward to the next conversation on this.
Cheers,
Erika

Erika Harris, AICP
Senior Planner, SEPA Responsible Official
Puget Sound Regional Council
1011 Western Avenue, Suite 500
Seattle, WA 98104-1035
(206) 464-6360

Below are comments from King County Stormwater Services in response to Fred’s memo.
Comments:
The LIOs were intended to integrate local jurisdictions and stakeholders, and to establish and implement
local priorities for Puget Sound protection and recovery. There is recognition that coordinating many
individual actions could have a greater impact on a larger scale. For example, there is a need for the
deliberate coordination between ecosystem restoration and protection for salmon recovery, and
stormwater management actions to magnify awareness around water quality. Additionally, the Our
Green Duwamish Watershed Strategy planning effort is promoting similar intentions around the
integration of jurisdictions and stakeholders to establish and implement local priorities. We see value in
the WRIA model, and the approach of watershed scale implementation planning. This model is
particularly interesting because it has encouraged participation of elected officials from the jurisdictions
within the watershed, thus addressing a recurring challenge we have encountered with managing
stormwater on a watershed scale.
This type of structure adds complexity and risk, but there is greater potential for systemic outcomes
through integrated decision making at the watershed scale. A model that supports the creation of a
watershed implementation plan that prioritizes basins has immense value. This approach could divert
funds to the appropriate solutions (e.g. stormwater retrofits, habitat restoration, source control, etc.)
with the goal of elevating beneficial uses in that particular waterbody. Furthermore, an integrated
strategy should provide a basis to generate additional funding. Existing funds could be pooled together
and stronger arguments could be made for new funding sources to implement the most appropriate and
effective actions for the watershed. There is a need for clearly defined costs and benefits to this
approach as many regional stormwater management programs are struggling fiscally to meet current
regulatory requirements. That said, many stormwater managers have advocated regionally for
watershed level approaches. We support this idea and others which challenge the region to take an
integrated approach to managing resources.

King County Deputy Executive Fred Jarrett’s South Central LIO Restructuring Proposal
Seattle staff comments – December 22, 2016

We agree in principle on the need for restructuring the South Central Action Area Caucus, as well as with
the need to reduce planning and instead focus more on implementation.
Subdividing into 3 WRIA watersheds – 8, 9 and 10- could make LIO work more productive and useful.
The question is how to best accomplish this, given limited resources at all levels:
 Ongoing funding from EPA/PSP is key; what is their ability to support 3 groups at $75K each for
coordination, and $100K plus each for implementation of LIO NTAs? We recognize existing
constraints, as identified below.
 The WRIAs focus must remain on the mission of salmon recovery – implementing projects,
programs and policies, providing support to local implementers and updates to the 10 year
salmon recovery plans. Limited funding for salmon recovery means they are already behind in
implementation of the plans. We will need to assure they have adequate support to carry out
their salmon recovery work and take on this new role. How would restructuring create capacity
for both?
 If the Puget Sound Action Agenda/LIO work is transferred to the WRIA groups, capacity will
need to be added from other sources rather than from the Interlocal Agreement (ILA) budgets.
 Seattle will not support raising ILA dues to cover these new expenses. SPU, as the lead agency
for Seattle, pays a quarter of the total dues for WRIAs 8 and 9, and cannot sustain further
increases beyond supporting salmon plan implementation staffing.
We remain concerned that while improvements at the LIO level are warranted, the problems around
coordination, support and implementation appear to us to have more to do with broader challenges
faced by the PSP than LIO reorganization can hope to address. The EPA and PSP leadership, in
consultation with South Central Action Area leadership and other LIOs, should arrive at a workable
solution to better integrate local efforts to support Puget Sound recovery in central Puget Sound.

Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish (WRIA 8) Watershed
201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 600
Seattle, WA 98104-3855

December 16,2016

Fred Jarrett

Deputy King County Executive
Chair, South Central Action Area Caucus Group
401 5th Ave, Ste 800
Seattle, V/A 98104
RE: WRIA 8 feedback on proposal to restructure Puget Sound local integrating organizations
along watershed boundaries

Dear Mr. Jarrett:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your proposal to restructure local integrating
orgarizatíon (LIO) roles and functions along watershed boundaries. WRIA 8 appreciates your
and the South Central Caucus Group's effort to assess and consider the effectiveness of the LIO
role and functions to ensure effective local engagement and implementation of priority local
Puget Sound actions.

As a participating member of the Caucus Group, WRIA 8 understands the broad purpose and
intent of the LIO to help coordinate and prioritize local efforts to protect and restore Puget
Sound; however, we share many of the concerns identified in your memo regarding the
effectiveness and value of the planning and process work the Caucus Group has been through
to develop an LIO recovery implementation plan, update the Action Agenda, and solicit nearterm actions. This substantial process work involved time and energy from numerous partners
without a commensurate role in funding andlor policy decision making. A lack of a meaningful
role in directing implementation funding has also contributed to the loss of elected off,rcial
participation on the Caucus Group - without a role in directing funding for implementation,
elected officials will not see value or be inclined to spend their limited time and energy on
identiffing and prioritizing actions.

V/hile the Caucus Group has facilitated some useful information sharing and transfer of
knowledge among participating jurisdictions and organizations, the South Central Action Area
geography tends to be too large in area combined with too many jurisdictions and entities to
effectively pÅorítize actions. WRIA 8 understands and shares the perspective that ecosystem or
watershed-based boundaries are logical and likely more effective for coordinating natural
resource management issues. Salmon recovery in WRIA 8 (and other King County
watersheds), with its interlocal agreement to cost share efforts among 28 local government

partners, is a model for effective regional coordination on a complex natural resource
management issue that has sustained strong support from local government and stakeholder
partners for over a decade.

WRIA

8 offers the

following comments on the concept of restructuring LIO functions at the

watershed scale for consideration:
a

Salmon recovery is a cornerstone of Puget Sound recovery, but more effort needs to be put

into "breaking down the silos" to better integrate salmon recovery, stormwater
management, and floodplain management on a regional/watershed basis.
O

WRIA 8 is not opposed to considering how some LIO functions could be realigned along
watershed boundaries, but we caution such a proposal needs thorough vetting and
engagement of watershed groups, such as the WRIA 8 Salmon Recovery Council. It is
critical to identify functions that are of value to WRIA 8.
The Caucus Group and Puget Sound Partnership should assess the critical LIO roles and
functions commensurate with available resources, and the best structure to deliver those
functions.

. $iRIA I is focused on implementing salmon recovery

through an interlocai agreement

(ILA) between local government partners. The ILA partners pay annual cost shares to
implement salmon recovery. Any proposed additional roles/functions should not slow or
distract from implementation, and would need to come with additional capacity/resources.
a

If

salmon recovery watershed groups are determined to offer an effective structure for some

LIO functions, WRIA 8 needs to see clear value to consider assuming additional
roles/functions, including additional capacity and capital funding resources.
a

In the six years since the Caucus Group was formed, it has allocated less than $250,000 to
local priority actions. Without a meaningful commitment of funding to support identifuing
and prioritizing actions, those functions are not likely to be considered a good use of time
and resources.

WRIA 8 has a ten year plan, which provides the technical basis, goals, actions, and an
adaptive management process to guide salmon recovery. The Partnership should reconsider
how it plans for Puget Sound recovery. Updating the Action Agenda every two years keeps
the agency and partners in perpetual planning mode and takes away from meaningful
progress on implementation.

Thank you for your leadership on Puget Sound recovery and the effort to increase effective
implementation and alignment of priorities. The WRIA 8 Salmon Recovery Council looks
forward to discussing this topic with you at its January 19 meeting. In the meantime, please let
me know if you have any questions (jason.mulvihill-kuntz@kingcounty.gov or206-477-4780)
Sincerely,

Mul
Salmon Recovery Manager
Lake V/ashington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8)

Salish Sea Currents

timely, local stories about ecosystem recovery

Heartbeat line overlays Seattle Skyline from Alki Beach.
Graphic: Puget Sound Institute w/ iStockPhoto images

New EPA-funded Implementation Strategies are designed to target Puget
Sound recovery in the most direct and coordinated way ever conducted by
state and federal agencies. We report on how these strategies will affect
Puget Sound’s Vital Signs for years to come, and why you should care (a lot).

KEY TAKEAWAYS
n Implementation Strategies are designed
to target and improve the Puget Sound
‘Vital Signs,’ a carefully selected set of
indicators of ecosystem health and
human well-being.

n They prioritize and focus Puget Sound
recovery actions, while adjusting for
new and emerging science.

n There are nine Implementation Strategies
in development and more yet to be
launched.

n As they are completed they will provide
essential content for the Puget Sound
Action Agenda and will guide recovery
efforts for years.

n The development of Implementation
Strategies is funded by EPA, and led by
several state agencies with cooperation
from a multitude of partners.

Implementation Strategies will
target Puget Sound ‘Vital Signs’
On the surface, Puget Sound seems like the picture of health. Its gorgeous blue waters and abundant wildlife
draw tourists from around the world. And while the region’s natural beauty is undeniable, it hides a disturbing
truth. If Puget Sound were a patient, it would be pretty sick.
That’s the general opinion of scientists and researchers who have been monitoring Puget Sound’s so-called Vital
Signs — 25 indicators of ecosystem health ranging from water quality and shellfish harvests to Chinook salmon
runs and human wellbeing.
Creating these Vital Signs became an important step in Puget Sound recovery several years ago when they were
established by the state as a way to gauge improvements or declines in the ecosystem. Scientists, like doctors,
need some way to measure the health of the patient.
But knowing how sick the patient is doesn’t necessarily solve the problem. You actually have to prescribe the
correct treatment for a specific ailment and observe carefully to see if it is working or causing side effects. You
adjust the treatment as needed.
In a similar fashion, Puget Sound’s recovery docs are zeroing in on their patient’s problems. Implementation
Strategies, a culmination of this process, are designed to target the Vital Signs in the most direct and coordinated
way ever conducted for Puget Sound. If the treatment works, Puget Sound’s condition will improve.

DEVELOPING MEASURES OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH

When the Puget Sound Partnership’s Leadership Council met for the first time in June of
2007, members believed that their mission would be difficult but not impossible.
The Washington State Legislature had just passed a law creating the Puget Sound
Partnership, a new agency charged with coordinating efforts to restore Puget Sound
to a healthy condition. The agency would consider the entire watershed, from
“snow caps to white caps,” and it would be part of one of the most ambitious
cleanup efforts in the country, with a goal of significant change by 2020.
The seven-member Leadership Council was placed in charge of the massive
endeavor but was given no regulatory authority. Instead, the effort would rely
on volunteer cooperation from local, state and federal agencies, tribes and —
in the broadest sense — residents of the entire region. Plans would address
habitat and species, water quality and quantity, and human health and wellbeing, as mandated by the Legislature.
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Experts quickly pointed out plenty of things that needed fixing. Just over a year
after its first meeting, the Leadership Council adopted the first Action Agenda, a
comprehensive conservation plan for Puget Sound – its roadmap to recovery.
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The Action Agenda outlined hundreds of projects to protect and restore the
ecosystem, but it still needed a way to track progress. Identifying indicators of
ecosystem health, known as “Vital Signs,” could give managers a sense of whether
their actions were helping. The Leadership Council’s first chairman, Bill Ruckelshaus,
recalls the difficulty of taking this next important step, as scientists involved in the selection
process struggled to narrow down hundreds of possible indicators.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES WILL TARGET PUGET SOUND ‘VITAL SIGNS’ [ CONTINUED ]

It is not just a
recovery effort.
It is about learning
to live sustainably
in a modern society.
Nick Georgiadis, Senior Research Scientist
Puget Sound Institute

“Once we had the overall plan,” Ruckelshaus said, “we needed the indicators to say how we were going to make
progress.” It was obvious, he said, that they would need a proper indicator to restore salmon, but “what we found
was that it was harder than we thought to get those [other] indicators down.”
The agency was dealing with an area twice the size of Connecticut with thousands of different species, more than
10,000 streams and a multitude of opinions about where to focus recovery efforts.
With the help of scientists from around the region, the Leadership Council narrowed the Vital Signs to 25 key
indicators of ecosystem health, from orcas and Chinook salmon to clean water and protected forestland.
While they didn’t satisfy everyone, “I think the indicators we ended up with are pretty good,” Ruckelshaus said
recently while considering the overall progress. “If we could get them in a good condition, then Puget Sound
would be pretty healthy.”

REINVIGORATING THE ACTION AGENDA

No one doubts that past restoration projects have improved scattered habitats throughout the region, and
protecting special places remains a key part of the endeavor. But getting Puget Sound on a clear road to health
has proven difficult, and experts agree that more focused efforts are needed.
The Puget Sound ecosystem is “super complex,” and the restoration effort involves a multitude of government
entities and nongovernment partners, said Kari Stiles, adaptive systems manager for the Partnership. With many
of the Vital Signs showing no improvement, the Implementation Strategies could help reveal effective pathways to
success.
“We are not starting from a blank slate,” Stiles said, “but the Implementation Strategies are intended to define the
roadmap of how we get from here to there for each of the Vital Signs.”
So far, nine Implementation Strategies are under development, with more yet to be launched. As completed, these
will provide essential content for the Puget Sound Action Agenda and will guide recovery efforts for years.
Such decisions are especially important in a time of scarce resources, officials say. A 2015 report by the Puget
Sound Partnership describes a shortfall of more than $800 million dollars for what it called “Near Term Actions”
during the years 2014-2015. With an average of about $30 million federal dollars per year dedicated to these
actions, experts view prioritization as critical. But figuring out where efforts will do the most good is no easy task.
“As more of these issues are expressed as chains of cause and effect, it becomes clear that
we must address root causes to get traction,” says Nick Georgiadis, a research
scientist with the University of Washington Puget Sound Institute, who has
been focusing on the details of the Implementation Strategies. “Most of
them require social and behavioral changes for any of this to pan out.”
It is not just a recovery effort, he added. “It is about learning to
live sustainably in a modern society.”
[ CONTINUED NEXT PAGE ]

LEARN AND ADAPT

Adaptive management cycle.
Diagram: Conservation Measures Partnership
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The implementation Strategies are part of an
overall “adaptive” approach to management for
Puget Sound — the idea that successful efforts
should be recognized and propagated elsewhere,
while less effective actions should be revised or
eliminated. Interdisciplinary teams of scientists
and other experts are combining their forces to
account for new and emerging issues, as well
as the practical considerations that come with
moving from planning to implementation.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES WILL TARGET PUGET SOUND ‘VITAL SIGNS’ [ CONTINUED ]

HOW IT WORKS

Each Implementation Strategy addresses a problem — such as
the loss of shellfish beds or toxic chemicals in fish — by first
identifying the various “pressures” that created the problem.
Actions that might help reduce the pressures and solve the problem
are considered and prioritized, informed by the latest scientific
findings and understanding.
In the case of shellfish beds, the goal is to allow for the safe
harvesting of shellfish, an economic and cultural tradition going
back to the mid-1800s. Washington leads every other state in
commercial shellfish production, and each year Puget Sound
growers sell more than 16 million pounds of clams, oysters and
mussels worth more than $72 million. That production is still
significant, despite the closure of thousands of acres of shellfish
beds because of pollution.
Cleaning up just a portion of that pollution could result in
hundreds of new jobs in the shellfish industry, as well as expanded
recreational opportunities on public and private beaches. Ready
access to shellfish remains important for many people — including
Native Americans, who eat a lot of fish and shellfish and place
these traditional foods at the center of their cultural gatherings.

Implementation Strategy process: Pressure –> Action –> Improvement. Diagram: Puget Sound Institute

The approved indicator for healthy beaches calls for a net increase in shellfish beds open to commercial and recreational harvest. The Implementation Strategy
describes a series of high priority “approaches” for reducing pollution, such as that from failing septic systems. Ideas include programs to increase awareness
among homeowners while providing funding for
needed upgrades. Much of that work is underway.

WHAT IS CONTAINED IN AN IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY?

Implementation strategies are typically designed to advance a single Vital Signs indicator, a
measure of ecological health or human well-being. A complete strategy should include the
following elements:
A DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS:

What is the status of the Vital Signs indicator, and how much work is left
to be done before the target is reached?
LOGIC MODELS:

What are the problems to be overcome, and what sequence of actions will
most likely lead to the desired improvement?
ONGOING PROGRAMS:

What efforts are already established to improve the conditions, and how
effective are those programs?
NEW IDEAS:

How will changes in policies, actions and approaches best achieve the goal?
SCIENCE AND RESEARCH:

Is the natural system understood well enough to predict the consequences
of human intervention? If not, what further studies are needed?
MONITORING:

Are the ongoing ecosystem changes adequately measured? What will it take
to understand the outcome of various actions?
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT:

How could prescribed actions be changed in response to what is learned
along the way?
COSTS:

The shellfish Implementation Strategy also has
revealed that more work is needed in areas where
shellfish beds are affected by agricultural runoff.
One priority approach includes increased support
for farmers who raise livestock to improve wastemanagement systems.
While the shellfish strategy involves cleaning up
pollution, it also recognizes that currently open
shellfish-growing areas must remain open. Otherwise,
reaching the target of a net increase of 10,800 acres of
harvestable shellfish beds becomes even more difficult.
Careful monitoring and rapid response to increasing
pollution are considered essential.

ORGANIZING THE REGIONAL EFFORTS

The new Implementation Strategies are organized
under the three existing strategic areas of emphasis,
or Strategic Initiatives, in the Action Agenda. Labeled
Stormwater, Shellfish and Habitat, each initiative is led
by one or more agencies.
“Until now, we have asked people to submit their
ideas for funding to advance one of the three Strategic
Initiatives,” said Angela Adams, EPA’s team leader
for Puget Sound. “But when you do that, you are not
necessarily matching priorities with actions.”
The EPA is a major source of funding for development
of the Implementation Strategies, with funds flowing
through the congressionally authorized National
Estuary Program.
[ CONTINUED NEXT PAGE ]

Once a strategy is outlined, what kind of financial support is needed for
each of the proposed actions needed to achieve the recovery target?
Icons: Noun Project
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES WILL TARGET PUGET SOUND ‘VITAL SIGNS’ [ CONTINUED ]

STATUS OF IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The following nine Implementation Strategies are under development with others yet to be launched. These
strategies are designed to improve specific measures, called indicators, which track the 25 Vital Signs used
to measure ecological health. Many of the Vital Signs (the headings below) have multiple indicators, but
Implementation Strategies have not yet been proposed for all indicators.* Ultimately, the strategies are designed to
advance the major Puget Sound recovery goals of improving water quality, water quantity, habitat, the food web,
human health and human quality of life. (Status information provided by the Puget Sound Partnership.)

* Although it is unlikely that an independent Implementation

Strategy will be developed for every Vital Sign, all Vital Signs
will be addressed by at least one Implementation Strategy.
In cases where key pressures, recovery approaches, barriers
or opportunities are common across multiple Vital Signs, an
Implementation Strategy could address more than one Vital Sign.
-- Source: Puget Sound Partnership

TOPIC

GOAL

INDICATOR

TARGET

PROGRESS

HIGH-LEVEL STRATEGIES

STATUS OF IS

Chinook salmon

Improve
species
and food
web

Salmon
population

Stop the overall decline
and increase two to four
populations in each
region of Puget Sound.

None. Nearly all populations are
declining or show no trend.

Under review.

In progress, completion mid-2017.

Eelgrass

Protect
and
restore
habitat

Area of
eelgrass beds

Increase the area
of eelgrass beds by
20 percent over a
2000-2008-baseline
measurement.

None. The amount of eelgrass has
grown to about 8 percent above the
baseline, but experts declared the
trend “not changing” because of
uncertainties in the estimates.

Protect eelgrass through regulations and
state leasing policies; retrofit docks to allow
light to pass through; locate mooring buoys
away from eelgrass beds; expand no-anchor
zones in eelgrass areas; and reduce
pollution that can increase water turbidity.

Early prototype, not complete.

Estuaries

Protect
and
restore
habitat

Area of
estuarine
wetlands
restored to
tidal flooding

7,380 acres restored to
functioning conditions

2,791 acres have been restored as a
result of 28 restoration projects.

Incomplete, but ideas include working
with the agricultural community to restore
unusable farmland; improving nearby
drainage for agriculture; and rezoning or
purchasing upland areas to allow farmers to
relocate from lands affected by rising tides.

Overall strategy and narrative
complete. Still to be developed
are specific actions, changes in
programs and policies, needs for
research and monitoring, and cost
estimates.

Floodplains

Protect
and
restore
habitat

Area of
floodplains
restored
to proper
function

Restore or have projects
underway to restore
15 percent of degraded
floodplains, which
amounts to 43,557 acres

About 3,851 acres of floodplains
have been improved with 56 projects
through 2015.

Discourage development and
redevelopment in sensitive floodplains;
restore floodplains, including levee removal
or setback; and involve communities in
land-use planning.

Overall strategy and narrative
complete. Still to be developed
are specific actions, changes in
programs and policies, needs for
research and monitoring, and cost
estimates.

Freshwater quality

Water
quality

Benthic Index
of Biotic
Integrity,
a measure
of stream
invertebrates

“Excellent” scores
retained for all
lowland streams, with
improvements from “fair”
to “good” for 30 streams

Mixed. Only 76 percent of “excellent”
streams maintained that ranking,
but more streams listed as “fair”
improved than declined.

To be developed.

Planning underway, completion
late 2017.

Land development
and cover

Protect
and
restore
habitat

Acreage of
ecologically
important
lands
converted to
development
and other uses

Loss of vegetated area on
ecologically important
lands not to exceed 0.15
percent over any fiveyear period

None. Losses may be occurring at an
increasing rate.

Improve implementation of growthmanagement regulations to protect sensitive
lands; increase acquisition of important
habitats; provide incentives for protection
by private landowners; and encourage
compact growth.

Overall strategy and narrative
complete. Still to be developed
are specific actions, changes in
programs and policies, needs for
research and monitoring, and cost
estimates.

Shellfish beds

Healthy
human
population

Harvestable
acreage of
shellfish
growing areas

Net increase of 10,800
acres by 2020, including
7,000 acres where harvest
was prohibited.

New openings of 9,254 acres and
closures of 5,559 acres result in a net
increase of 3,695 acres by September
2016.

Identify and repair failing septic systems;
work with farmers to improve manure
management systems where; and protect
upgraded areas from further pollution.

Overall strategy and narrative
complete. Still to be developed
are specific actions, changes in
programs and policies, needs for
research and monitoring, and cost
estimates.

Shoreline armoring

Protect
and
restore
habitat

Length of
man-made
bulkheads and
seawalls

The total amount of
armoring removed should
exceed the total amount
added from 2011 to 2020

The total amount permitted armoring
removals in two years — 2014 and
2015 — exceeded the amount of
permitted new construction, but total
permitted construction since 2011 still
exceeds removal.

To be developed.

Planning underway, completion
late 2017.

Toxics in fish

Water
quality

Toxic chemical
levels in fish
tissue.

Toxic levels should fall
below multiple healtheffects thresholds and
screening levels.

Mixed. For example, levels of
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)
have not declined in Pacific herring,
but levels of polybrominated diphenyl
ethers (PBDEs) have met the target
except for a few samples in South
Puget Sound.

To be developed for one or more indicators.

Planning underway, completion
late 2017.

Table image credits: NOAA, NOAA, USFWS, NWIFC, King County, King County, NOAA, NOAA, WDFW
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South Central LIO - Potential Meeting Structure Ideas
1) Work groups that convene around a topic (using scheduled LIO workshops as time to meet in
smaller groups) and then full LIO Caucus meetings to get feedback or involvement from larger
group.
2) Each meeting or every other one
a. Describe the topic (project or effort)
b. Key lessons for others in the South Central LIO focusing on the relevance of the topic to
fostering implementation (action) -- a focused discussion on questions like:
i. What worked? What didn’t work? What are the barriers?
ii. What is the potential for this to be implemented more widely in our LIO?
iii. Resource implications? Capacity implications?
iv. Who might implement this? How would it affect existing programs?
v. How much of a priority is this action? Is it cost-effective? (i.e., a relatively low cost
way to attain an specific objective)
vi. Any impacts on other programs or policy goals? (opportunities for synergies)

South Central LIO – Discussion Topic Ideas
Stormwater
1) Street Sweeping/pipe Cleaning
a. Invite Lorna Mauren from Tacoma to share Tacoma’s Commencement Bay experience. Also
Seattle Public Utilities probably has some good information to share. Include Leska Fore’s
PSP flyer on Tacoma’s experience. Discuss who needs to hear this information, what are
barriers to more cities doing this work, why is does not apply to more suburban or rural
areas and what role can our LIO play.
b. Best practices for improving water quality.
2) Futurewise’s Low Impact Development Report
a. Ask Heather or appropriate person from Futurewise to explain the survey work that was
done and key findings. Discuss who needs to hear this, what are the barriers, and what role
can our LIO play.
3) Source Control
a. Are there source control programs that could be optimized through implementation at a
regional scale?
4) Building Cities in the Rain/Stormwater Control Transfer Program update

Habitat
5) Floodplains by Design update
6) Breaking Down Silos
a. Planning for land use, watershed health, capital facilities, etc.
7) Land Conversion
8) Levees
9) Ecosystem Services Analysis and Regional Open Space Planning
a. Erika Harris has contacts for this.
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Integrated (Stormwater/Habitat/Shellfish)
10) Integrating Stormwater and Salmon Recovery/Watershed Based Stormwater Plans
a. Presentations on the watershed based stormwater plans that are being done as part of the
NPDES permits: King County’s Bear Creek Basin Plan and is Pierce County also doing one?
b. Could also request presentations on the Green-Duwamish Stormwater Plan and the MillerWalker Creek stormwater planning work related to addressing pre-spawn mortality in coho.
c. Discuss how we can better integrate salmon/habitat issues with stormwater work.
11) Science Forum on Recent Research that is Relevant to South Sound
a. Recent research that toxics do impact juvenile salmon, that toxics may be transferred up the
food chain via plankton rather than sediments, other?
b. Talk about specific projects that have clear management implications, such as our WRIA 9
shoreline permit compliance project and proposed NTA (that was ranked pretty highly).
12) Shellfish/Septic Tanks
a. Coordinate with West Sound on Septic Issues. They are doing a Forum on septic
tanks/shellfish. Would be good to share information with Lynn from King County Public
Health and they might want to hear what King County is doing. Anything similar happening
in Pierce County?
13) Coordination on data
a. How do we use data to prioritize actions?
14) Develop and propose a funding strategy
a. That includes legislation and capital request for consideration of the 2017-18 legislative
session) specific for the 3 watersheds of the LIO.
15) Climate impacts update
a. What to plan for and tools for resilience.
16) What’s working, what’s not in the existing regulations

Education and Outreach
17) Environmental Justice and Role in Puget Sound recovery
a. We are likely the most diverse population in the region, and we have a ways to go to have
more partners / stakeholders understand this topic and look at their own environmental /
community philosophies with more of a cultural lens.
18) Education and Outreach
a. Where can we work together to utilize existing education and outreach materials and
support existing campaigns?
19) Topics that Mirror our LIO’s Vital Signs
a. Factor in community engagement/stewardship/behavior change.
20) Develop and implement ongoing education and communication
a. City Council road show.
b. Other means for ongoing education and communication of Puget Sound Action Agenda
near-term actions and other strategies.
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